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Detailed Action 

Response to Amendment 

The Office Action has been issued in response to amendment filed 27 March 
2008. Claims 1-14 & 17-32 are pending. Claims 15 & 16 have been cancelled. 
Applicant's arguments have been carefully and respectfully considered in light of the 
instant amendment, and are not persuasive. Accordingly, this action has been made 
FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 28-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 28-32 are vague and indefinite because the steps in the body of the claim 
recite the limitation of "means for..." which has been reasonably construed an the 
attempt by Applicant to invoke 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph. However, the metes 
and bounds of the claim have not been specifically defined for the limitation of "means 
for..." in the specification. The instant disclosure does not defined the structures 
necessary for each "means for 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph states that a claim 
limitation expressed in means-plus-function language "shall be construed to cover the 
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corresponding structure... described in the specification and equivalents thereof." "If one 
employs means plus function language in a claim, one must set forth in the specification 
an adequate disclosure showing what is meant by that language. If an applicant fails to 
set forth an adequate disclosure, the applicant has in effect failed to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the invention as required by the second paragraph of section 
112." In re Donaldson Co., 16 F.3d 1189, 1195, 29 USPQ2d 1845, 1850 (Fed. Cir. 
1994) (in banc). (See MPEP 2181 [R-2]). "As noted supra with respect to the rejections 
under 35 USC 101 , the "means" disclosed in the instant specification may be 
interpreted as software alone, as disclosed in paragraph 57 of the instant specification. 
However, software alone is not a "means" as it cannot, by itself, provide any 
functionality." 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-14, 17-19 & 21-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 



unpatentable over Numanoi et al (USPG Pub No. 20030220899A1 ; Numanoi 
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hereinafter) in view of Ledru et al (USPG Pub No. 200401 62843A1 ; Ledru hereinafter) 
further in view of Takeuchi et al (US patent No. 720061 6B2; Takeuchi hereinafter). 

As for Claim 1 , Numanoi teaches a method for managing a storage area network 
(SAN)" (see paragraph [0009], [0021]), comprising: 

"receiving an alert related to a state of a device coupled to the SAN" (paragraph 
[0023], "alert related to a state of a device coupled to the SAN", e.g., information 
concerning the use situations of the storages for example use capacities of the storage, 
the number of I/O operations of disk is collected); 

"parsing the alert to identify the state of the device" (see paragraph [0024], the 
collected information is analyzed "to identify the state of the device", e.g., prediction 
values of the use capacity predicted after one week), comprising: 

"determining a problem category" (see paragraph [0024], e.g., prediction values 
of the use capacity predicted after one week), 

"and determining action options" (see paragraph [0025-0026], when the 
prediction values satisfy a predetermined condition, the system can establish the policy 
prescribing how the system cope therewith, e.g., if the prediction value of the use 
capacity of the disk device exceeds 1 00%, data is moved to another disk device), 
"...comprising consulting an action rules database"(see FIG. 4, ACTION BOX 403, 
paragraphs [0047-0057], "action rules database", e.g., ACTION 403, is consulted to 
determine an action options); 
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"identifying an action required to correct a problem associated with the alert in 
response to the identified state of the device" (see FIG. 4, paragraph [0057], "action 
required to correct a problem associated with the alert", e.g., data is moved to another 
disk device, is identified by selecting the action in ACTION BOX 403); 

"automatically performing the action required to correct the problem by the server 
when approval from the operator is not required " (see paragraph [0047-0056], "the 
action", e.g., data is moved to another disk device, is executed when the object satisfies 
the condition "to correct the problem", e.g., the use capacity of the disk device exceeds 
100%. ACTION BOX 403 does not need "approval from an operator of the SAN"). 

The missing of Numanoi is the step of "identifying a notification message, 
wherein the notification message provides information related to the state of the device". 

As disclosed by Ledru at FIG. 4, paragraphs [0037-0040], "a notification 
message", e.g., email, could be identified, wherein "the notification message provides 
information related to the state of the device", e.g., the severities of the device in box 
410. 

The missing of both Numanoi and Ledru are the steps of "determining whether 
the action required to correct the problem is performed automatically by a server"; 
"determining whether the action required to correct the problem is performed by an 
operator"; and "notifying the operator to perform the action to correct the problem when 
the operator is required to make a decision to correct the problem.". 
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Takeuchi explicitly recites the limitations "determining whether the action required 
to correct the problem is performed automatically by a server" (see col. 4, lines 12-49; 
col. 7, lines 63-67; col. 8, lines 1-9; e.g., a corrective action initiator works alongside a 
threshold risk value and sets a variety of markers such as "warning" and "danger" in 
order to perform corrective actions automatically or manually depending upon the 
severity of the marker given); 

"determining whether the action required to correct the problem is performed by 
an operator" (see col. 4, lines 12-49; col. 7, lines 63-67; col. 8, lines 1-9; e.g., a 
corrective action initiator works alongside a threshold risk value and sets a variety of 
markers such as "warning" and "danger" in order to perform corrective actions 
automatically or manually depending upon the severity of the marker given); 

"notifying the operator to perform the action to correct the problem when the 
operator is required to make a decision to correct the problem" (see col. 7, lines 63-67; 
col. 8, lines 1-9; e.g., notification to perform an action). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined automatic and manual notification of 
corrective actions as taught by Takeuchi with the email notifications as taught by Ledru 
into Numanoi method in order better evaluate risks according to the accessing of 
information of different types and notify an operator when the severity of a device is 
above a threshold. 
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As for Claim 2, Takeuchi teaches, " providing suggestions to correct the problem 
when the operator is required to make the decision to correct the problem " (see col. 4, 
lines 21-31; e.g., urging the occurrence of a specific action from an administrator or user 
once a particular "marker" is determined through the calculation of the corrective action 
initiator). 

As for Claim 3, Ledru teaches, "sending the notification message to the operator" 
(see paragraph [0028]). 

As for Claim 4, Ledru teaches, "waiting on a response message from the 
operator, wherein the response message directs performance of one or more action 
steps"; "and directing execution of the action steps" (see paragraph [0007], [0028- 
0032]). 

As for Claim 5, Numanoi teaches, "one or more suggested action steps for 
execution" (see paragraph [0048-0056]), but fails to explicitly recite, "the information in 
the notification message". Ledru explicitly recites the limitation of "the notification 
message" (see paragraph [0034], [0038]). 
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As for Claim 6, Numanoi teaches, "providing the operator with specific actions 
required to correct the problem" (see paragraph [0031], [0034], [0043] & [0048-0056]). 

As for Claim 7, Numanoi teaches, "the information includes a report of automatic 
action steps completed" (see Fig. 5; see paragraph [0058]). 

As for Claim 8, Ledru teaches, "the notification message is one of an e-mail 
message, a voice message and a voice-to-text message" (see paragraph [0034], 
[0038]). 

As for Claim 9, Numanoi teaches, "A method for managing a storage area 
network (SAN) (see paragraph [0009], [0021]), comprising: 

"receiving alerts from a management server, "monitoring states of devices 
coupled to the SAN"; "receiving an alert when a state of a device indicates a problem" 
(see paragraph [0024-0025], [0029-0031]); 

"identifying a device subject to the alert"; "identifying action steps for correcting 
the problem"; "automatically performing the action steps to correct the problem (see 
paragraph [0024], e.g., prediction values of the use capacity predicted after one week). 
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The missing of Numanoi is the step of "a message processor and sending 
notification messages to operators"; "when an operator is not required to make a 
decision for correcting the problem"; "and sending the action steps to correct the 
problem to the operator when the operator is required to make a decision for correcting 
the problem". 

As disclosed by Ledru at FIG. 4, paragraphs [0037-0040], "a notification 
message", e.g., email, could be identified, wherein "the notification message provides 
information related to the state of the device", e.g., the severities of the device in box 
410.; when an operator is not required to make a decision for correcting the problem" 
(see paragraph [0028-0032]; e.g. notification contract); 

The missing of both Numanoi and Ledru is the step of determining if the action 
steps for correcting the problem are required to be one of (1 ) performed by a server and 
(2) performed by an operator 

As disclosed by Takeuchi, " determining if the action steps for correcting the 
problem are required to be one of (1 ) performed bv a server and (2) performed bv an 
operator " (see col. 4, lines 12-49; col. 7, lines 63-67; col. 8, lines 1-9; e.g., a corrective 
action initiator works alongside a threshold risk value and sets a variety of markers such 
as "warning" and "danger" in order to perform corrective actions automatically or 
manually depending upon the severity of the marker given); 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined automatic and manual notification of 
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corrective actions as taught by Takeuchi with the email notifications as taught by Ledru 
into Numanoi method in order better evaluate risks according to the accessing of 
information of different types and notify an operator when the severity of a device is 
above a threshold. 

As for Claim 10, Takeuchi teaches, " providing to the operator suggestions for 
corrective actions for correcting the problem when the operator is required to make the 
decision for correcting the problem" (see col. 4, lines 21-31; e.g., urging the occurrence 
of a specific action from an administrator or user once a particular "marker" is 
determined through the calculation of the corrective action initiator). 

As for Claim 1 1 , Numanoi teaches, "identifying action steps comprises: 
determining if action is required; identifying the action to correct the problem; and 
determining if the action is automatically performed by a management server" (see 
paragraph [0023-0024], [0031-0032], [0034] & [0043]). 



As for Claim 12, Numanoi teaches, "if the action is automatic, initiating the action" 
(see paragraph [0031], [0034], [0043]). 
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As for Claim 13, Numanoi teaches, "managing a storage area network (SAN), 
comprising: 

a management server that monitors states of devices coupled to the SAN (see 
paragraph [0025]) and sends alert messages based on the states" (see paragraph 
[0030-0031]), 

"a receiver that receives the alert messages, a parser that analyzes the received 
alert messages" (see paragraph [0023-0024]), 

and an action rules database that specifies possible corrective actions for 
correcting a problem associated with the alert, wherein the parser consults the database 
to select one or more of the corrective actions" (see paragraph [0023-0024], [0030- 
0034], [0048-0056]). 

The missing of Numanoi is the step of "a message processor", "notification 
messages", and "a formatter/addresser that formats and addresses the notification 
messages". 

Ledru explicitly recites, "a message processor", sending notification messages" 
(see paragraph [0028-0032], [0034], [0038]), and "a formatter/addresser that formats 
and addresses the notification messages (see Fig. 3-4; see paragraph [0028]; e.g. "user 
interface"), and a transmitter that sends the notification messages to messaging 
devices" (see paragraph [0034], [0038]); 
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The missing of both Numanoi and Ledru is the step of "wherein the possible 
corrective actions include actions to be initiated automatically by the message 
processor and actions requiring approval of a system administrator receiving a 
notification message that includes suggestions to correct the problem". 

Takeuchi explicitly recites, " wherein the possible corrective actions include 
actions to be initiated automatically by the message processor and actions requiring 
approval of a system administrator receiving a notification message that includes 
suggestions to correct the problem " (see col. 4, lines 12-49; col. 7, lines 63-67; col. 8, 
lines 1-9; e.g., a corrective action initiator works alongside a threshold risk value and 
sets a variety of markers such as "warning" and "danger" in order to perform corrective 
actions automatically or manually depending upon the severity of the marker given); 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined automatic and manual notification of 
corrective actions as taught by Takeuchi with the email notifications as taught by Ledru 
into Numanoi method in order better evaluate risks according to the accessing of 
information of different types and notify an operator when the severity of a device is 
above a threshold. 

As for Claim 14, Numanoi teaches, "file parser consults the database and uses a 
state of a device to determine action options" (see paragraph [0023-0024], [0031], 
[0033-0034], [0043]; whereas Numanoi teachings of agents performing the function of 
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checking the status of the devices and reporting to a variety of different units, such as 
the condition judgment unit and the action execution unit). 

As for Claim 17, Ledru teaches, "the formatter/addresser formats the alert 
messages for receipt by one or more of a Web browser, a mobile phone, and a 
telephone" (see Fig. 3-4; see paragraph [0028]; e.g. "user interface"). 

As for Claim 18, Numanoi teaches, "the management server initiates automatic 
corrective action based on a monitored state of a device (see paragraph [0025], [0029], 
[0034] & [0043]), but fails to explicitly recite, "a notification message indicates the action 
taken by the management server". Ledru explicitly recites, "a notification message 
indicates the action taken by the management server" (see paragraph [0028], [0048], 
[054]). 

As for Claim 19, Ledru teaches, "the alert messages are e-mail messages" (see 
paragraph [0034], [0038]). 
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Claims 21-27 differ from Claims 1-7 in that claims 21-27 computer readable 
medium whereas claims 1-7 are method claims. Thus, claims 21-27 are analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 1-7 above. 

Claims 28-32 differ from Claims 13-17 in that claims 28-32 message-based 
system claims dependent on base claim 28 whereas claims 13-17 are message-based 
system claims dependent on base claim 13. Thus, claims 28-32 are analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 13-17 above. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Numanoi et al (USPG Pub No. 20030220899A1 ; Numanoi hereinafter) in view of Ledru 
et al (USPG Pub No. 200401 62843A1 ; Ledru hereinafter) further in view of Primm et al 
(US Patent No. 7095321 B2; Primm hereinafter) 

As for Claim 20, Numanoi teaches SAN management and Ledru teaches an alert 
and notification system. Both Numanoi and Ledru fail to explicitly recite, "a lightweight 
directory access protocol (LDAP) database". Primm teaches, "a lightweight directory 
access protocol (LDAP)" (see col. 4, lines 11-15). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined a lightweight directory access protocol (LDAP) database 
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taught by Primm with the alert and notification system of Ledru and the SAN management 
taught by Numanoi because an improved method and system for sensor monitoring, alert 
processing, and notification would be desirable. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed 27 March 2008, with respect to rejections under 35 
USC 101 & 1 12, have been fully considered and are persuasive. Claim rejections to 
Claims 13-14, 17-20 & 28-32 under 35 USC 101 have been withdrawn due to 
amendment. Rejection of Claim 9 under 35 USC 112 has been withdrawn due to 
amendment, however, rejection of Claims 28-32 under 35 USC 1 12 2 nd paragraph in 
view of 6 th paragraph has been maintained. 



With respect to Applicant's argument that: 

"Each of the independent claims recites one or more elements that are not taught or suggested in 
Numanoi in view of Ledru and Prinml. These missing elements show that the differences between the 
combined teachings in the art and the recitations in the claims are great. As such, the pending claims are 
not a predictable variation of the art to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

As one example, independent claim 1 recites determining whether the action required to correct 
the problem is performed automatically by a server and determining whether the action required to correct 
the problem is performed by an operator. The claim then recites automatically performing the action 
required to correct the problem by the server when approval from the operator is not required; and 
notifying the operator to perform the action to correct the problem when the operator is required to make 
a decision to correct the problem. The art of record does not teach these elements. 

In Numanoi, agents in servers collect information concerning usage capacity. This information is 
transmitted to a management server for analysis. The management server then executes an action (such 
as moving data to another disk). Nowhere does Numanoi teach or even suggest determining whether the 
action required to correct the problem is performed by an operator. Further, nowhere does Numanoi 
teach or suggest notifying the operator to perform the action to correct the problem when the operator is 
required to make a decision to correct the problem. Again, Numanoi teaches that the management 
server corrects the problem. 

Ledru teaches a user interface so a user can send a notification contract to a monitoring 
application. This notification contract includes criteria under which the user wants to be notified by the 
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monitoring application. Nowhere does Ledru teach or even suggest determining whether the action 
required to correct the problem is performed by an operator. Further, nowhere does Ledru teach or 
suggest notifying a user to perform an action to correct a problem when the user is required to make a 
decision to correct the problem. 

The differences between the claims and the teachings in the art are great since the references fail 
to teach or suggest all of the claim elements. As such, the pending claims are not a predictable variation 
of the art to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

For at least these reasons, the claims are allowable over the art of record." 

Examiner is not persuaded. Applicant's arguments have been considered but 
are not persuasive in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The newly added 
reference of Takeuchi, (see col. 4, lines 12-49; col. 7, lines 63-67; col. 8, lines 1-9), 
teach of a corrective action initiator that works alongside a threshold risk value and sets 
a variety of markers such as "warning" and "danger" in order to perform corrective 
actions automatically or manually depending upon the severity of the marker given. If 
the "marker" of severity is set low enough, an indication of error is sent to an operator 
and the urging or suggesting of various actions takes place. 



With respect to Applicant's argument that: 

"Regarding claim 28-32, the Examiner asserts that the use of means makes the claims 
indefinite. Applicants respectfully disagree. As explained above, claims 28-32 must be interpreted 
in light of the disclosure. The first element of claim 28 recites a means for monitoring states of 
devices. The specification describes this means as a management server (see FIG. 1A, #100). 
Hence, the claim is not indefinite since the specification and drawings clearly show an 
embodiment for this means. The other means elements in claim 28 include a messaging 
processor (see FIG. 1C, #300). Hence, the claim is not indefinite since the specification and 
drawings clearly show an embodiment for these means. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to withdraw 
the rejections under 35 USC § 112, second paragraph." 
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Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner maintains that the Specification does not 
provide support for each "means for" function within the claim language. It should be 
clearly interpreted within the specification on how each component mention is intended 
to perform its function. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RAHEEM HOFFLER whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1036. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christian Chace can be reached on (571) 272-4190. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/R. H.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2165 

/HUNG Q PHAIW 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2168 



